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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

3. Claims 1-11, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Atherton (US 6,888,509) and Reddy (US 6,509,217). 

4. Regarding claims 1-3, 8 and 10, Atherton discloses in Fig 6 a semiconductor 
device comprising: a support base (104); an integrated circuit (402), a separating layer 
(105) and an antenna (102) comprises a plurality of wiring connected in series (col 7 In 
48-52), sequentially laminated over the support base (Fig 2B); and a wiring (301 , 302) 
electrically connecting the integrated circuit and the antenna; wherein the wiring passes 
through the separating layer. 
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5. Atherton does not specify wlierein the integrated circuit is a tliin film integrated 
circuit. Reddy teaches that an integrated circuit for an RFID tag incorporates a plurality 
of thin film transistors in order to lower manufacturing costs (col 3 In 1 0-20). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use 
the teachings of Reddy in the device of Atherton in order to lower costs. 

6. Regarding claim 4, Atherton and Reddy disclose the device of claim 1 . The claim 
language 'wherein the antenna is formed by one of a printing method and a droplet 
discharging method' describes a product by process limitation. See MPEP 21 13. "[E]ven 
though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the process, 
determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The patentability of a 
product does not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by- 
process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is 
unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a different process." In re 
Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

7. Regarding claim 5, Reddy teaches wherein the plurality of semiconductor 
elements comprise thin film transistors, wherein each of the thin film transistors 
comprises a semiconductor film (Fig 1) and gate electrode (28) with a gate insulating 
film (26) interposed therebetween. 

8. Regarding claim 6, Atherton discloses the device of claim 5, wherein the antenna 
is aluminum (col 5 In 20) and Reddy teaches that thin film transistor gates also comprise 
aluminum (col 13 In 42). Therefore both are formed by patterning a same conductive 
film (aluminum). 
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9. Regarding claims 7, 9 and 1 1 , Atherton and Reddy disclose the device of claims 
1 and 8. The claim language 'wherein the thin film integrated circuit and the antenna are 
formed over a substrate and then peeled off by removing the substrate and stuck to the 
support base using an adhesive' describes a product by process limitation. See MPEP 
21 13. "[E]ven though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the 
process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The patentability of 
a product does not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by- 
process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is 
unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a different process." In re 
Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). The resulting 
structure from the claimed process is an integrated circuit and antenna stuck to a 
support base by an adhesive (shown by Atherton if Fig 8A, circuit 804 stuck to support 
base 802 by adhesive 801 ). 

1 0. Regarding claim 14, Atherton discloses the device of claim 1 , wherein the 
support base (Fig 8A item 802) comprises plastic (col 9 In 64). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 15, Atherton discloses in Fig 14 the device of claim 1 , wherein 
the semiconductor device (1401) is stuck to a container (1402). 

12. Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Atherton and Reddy as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Kuwabara 
(US 2003/0130020). 
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13. Atherton and Reddy do not specify wherein the separating layer comprises a 
metal oxide film containing at least one selected from the group consisting of TiN, WN, 
Mo and W, and wherein the metal oxide film is in a crystalline state. Instead Atherton 
discloses that the separating layer is some suitable material for adhesion (col 6 In 13). 

Kuwabara teaches that a suitable material for a separating layer may comprise a 
crystalline metal oxide containing tungsten (H1 14-1 16), so that the peeling properties 
can be adjusted (H1 14). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings of Kuwabara and Atherton since a crystalline metal oxide is 
suitable for use as a separation layer. Art recognized suitability for an intended purpose 
has been recognized to be motivation to combine. MPEP 2144.07. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOHN C. INGHAM whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8793. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wael Fahmy can be reached on (571) 272-1705. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Howard Weiss/ John C Ingham 

Primary Examiner Examiner 
Art Unit 2814 Art Unit 2814 

/J. C. I./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2814 



